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The claims are objected to for various grammatical and formal errors. Claim 10 is 
redundant. The conduit portions recited in claim 12 appear to conflict with the conduit 
added to claim 1. There is no antecedent basis for "the second conduit" in claim 13, or 
for "the said first outlet port" and "the said second outlet port" in any of the method 
claims. In claim 15, "has an axis generally is parallel" is unclear. In claim 18, "a second 
pie shaped fluid passage" is unclear in that no first pie shaped passage is recited. Claim 
23 recites that the first internal fluid passage includes conduit portions that extend from 
itself to the surface, which is circular and incorrect. 

Perhaps applicant could do a better job if a reasonable number of claims was 
presented. 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claims 1-2, 6-7, 10-13, 40, 43-44, 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Sullivan. 

Sullivan shows a multiway valve with inlet 1 1 , outlets 12, 13, 20, a T shaped flow 
path at 18, 19, an axially extending flow path 21 and another flow path 22. The human 
operator can be read as a motor. 

Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sullivan 
in view of Fortain. Sullivan shows the claimed device except for an outlet aligned with 
the axis of rotation. Fortain shows a drain 13 which points down. It would have been 
obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
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made the drain 20 of Sullivan to point down in such a manner to facilitate draining of the 
system. 

Claims 4-5, 22-23, 25-26, 41-42, 49-50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Sullivan in view of Flider. 

Sullivan shows the claimed device except for biasing. Flider shows a biased 
valve for establishing a default position. It would have been obvious for one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have used a biasing spring in the 
valve of Sullivan to similarly establish a default position. 

Claims 9 and 29-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sullivan in view of Drinkwater. 

Sullivan shows the claimed device except for the actuator. Drinkwater teaches an 
electronic valve actuator for a water application and includes reduction gearing multiple 
sensors and a user interface, which is read as including a processor. It would have 
been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have used the actuator of Drinkwater to actuate the Sullivan valve to allow remote 
actuation. 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sullivan 
in view of Drinkwater and further in view of Erhardt. 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have used a stepper motor as taught by Erhardt to actuate the 
valve of Sullivan, as modified. 
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Claims 1 and 14-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Dickson. 

Dickson shows a multiway valve with a first passage arrangement in Figure 3 
and a second passage arrangement in Figure 2 and an axial passageway 110 
connecting them. The lower part of 1 10 is read as a second axial passageway. In the 
alternative, the smaller opening adjacent ball 74 is read as a second axial passageway. 
The threads at 1 12 are read as a groove. 

Claims 19-20 and 47-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sullivan in view of Ford. 

Sullivan shows the claimed device except for the gap and seals, which Ford 
shows. It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have used such a gap and seals to collect any leakage in the 
valve of Sullivan. 

Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sullivan 
in view of Ford and further in view of Koch et al. 

Sullivan, as modified above, teaches the claimed device except for the position of 
the seals. Koch et al show the seals reversed, that is carried by the stator rather than 
the rotor. It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have used such a seal configuration in the valve of Sullivan, as 
modified, in that it is a mere reversal of parts. 

Claims 24, 28 and 51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sullivan in view of Flider as applied above and further in view of Ford. 
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Sullivan, as modified, shows the claimed device except for the gap and seals, 
which is shown by Ford. It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to have used such a gap and seals to collect any 
leakage in the valve of Sullivan. 

Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sullivan 
in view of Drinkwater and further in view of Roberts et al. 

Sulllivan, as modified, shows the claimed device except for a temperature 
sensor. Roberts et al show a water system with a thermostat 42, which is read as 
including a temperature sensor, to prevent freezing. It would have been obvious for one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have used such a 
thermostat in the system of Sullivan, as modified, to similarly prevent freezing. 

Claims 32-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sullivan in view of Drinkwater and further in view Wagner. 

Sullivan, as modified, shows the claimed device except for an electric pump, 
which is taught by Wagner. It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have used such a pump in the system of Sullivan, 
as modified, to be able to use a reservoir as taught by Wagner. 

Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sullivan 
in view of Drinkwater and further in view of Ripka et al. 

Ripka et al teach an open loop heating system where domestic hot water is 
connected to a radiator. It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at 
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the time the invention was made to have used the Sullivan system, as modified, for 
heating as by using a radiator. 

Claims 35, 52-53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sullivan in view of Drinkwater and further in view of Flider. 

Sullivan, as modified, shows the claimed device except for biasing. Flider shows 
a biased valve for establishing a default position. It would have been obvious for one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have used a biasing spring 
in the valve of Sullivan to similarly establish a default position. 

Claims 36 and 38-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sullivan in view of Flider, Drinkwater, and Wagner. 

Sullivan shows the claimed device except for biasing. Flider shows a biased 
valve for establishing a default position. It would have been obvious for one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have used a biasing spring in the 
valve of Sullivan to similarly establish a default position. 

Sullivan shows the claimed device except for the actuator. Drinkwater teaches an 
electronic valve actuator for a water application and includes reduction gearing multiple 
sensors and a user interface, which is read as including a processor. It would have 
been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have used the actuator of Drinkwater to actuate the Sullivan valve to allow remote 
actuation. 

Sullivan shows the claimed device except for an electric pump, which is taught by 
Wagner. It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
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invention was made to have used such a pump in the system of Sullivan to be able to 
use a reservoir as taught by Wagner. 

Claims 37 and 57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sullivan in view of Flider, Drinkwater and Wagner, as applied to claim 36 above, 
and further in view of Ripka et al. 

Ripka et al teach an open loop heating system where domestic hot water is 
connected to a radiator. It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to have used the Sullivan system, as modified, for 
heating as by using a radiator. 

Claim 54 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sullivan 
in view of Drinkwater and Flider as applied to claim 52 and further in view of Roberts et 
al. 

Sulllivan, as modified, shows the claimed device except for a temperature 
sensor. Roberts et al show a water system with a thermostat 42, which is read as 
including a temperature sensor, to prevent freezing. It would have been obvious for one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have used such a 
thermostat in the system of Sullivan, as modified, to similarly prevent freezing. 

Claim 55 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sullivan 
in view of Drinkwater and Flider as applied to claim 52 and further in view of Wagner. 

Sullivan, as modified, shows the claimed device except for an electric pump, 
which is taught by Wagner. It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art 
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at the time the invention was made to have used such a pump in the system of Sullivan, 
as modified, to be able to use a reservoir as taught by Wagner. 

Claim 56 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sullivan 
in view of Drinkwater and Flider as applied to claim 52 and further in view of Ripka et al. 

Ripka et al teach an open loop heating system where domestic hot water is 
connected to a radiator. It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to have used the Sullivan system, as modified, for 
heating as by using a radiator. 

Claims 18 and 27 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to John Fox whose telephone number is 571-272-4912. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Increased Flextime. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gene Mancene can be reached on 571-272-4930. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). , / 
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Primary Examiner 
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